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allow alternate income, minimum in-
come, for corporations not to be taxed.
Let me tell you what that means. If a
corporation is profitable in this coun-
try and has hired a sufficient number
of attorneys and accountants to escape
all tax liability, the Republicans say
‘‘Fine, great, let them off the hook.
They pay nothing,’’ even though they
made a profit.

We decided under President Reagan,
not a screaming liberal, under Presi-
dent Reagan, to put an alternate mini-
mum tax and say that every corpora-
tion has to pay something if it is prof-
itable. Is that unreasonable? I do not
think it is; $17 billion will be taken out
of Medicaid for poor children for their
health care.

Let me tell you what it means in our
State of Illinois. When these cuts are
being made, it means that in my State
of Illinois, 128,000 children in Illinois,
poor children, will not get quality
health care. That is what is part of this
Republican plan. They tell us they are
going to balance the budget. They have
not told us what we are going to do
about Robert and his diabetes. They
have not told us what we are going to
do about La Rabida hospital, Children’s
Memorial Hospital, Wyler’s Children’s
Hospital, Presbyterian St. Luke’s,
Children’s Hospital, that depend on
Medicaid to serve these poor children.

I stand tonight to speak on behalf of
this special interest group. They are
never going to come to my fundraisers.
They are not going to send me a PAC
check. They do not own a fax machine,
they cannot fax a message, but these
kids are going to be nailed this week
by the Republican budget plan. It is to-
tally unnecessary. For at least those
kids and their families, I hope the peo-
ple of this country will contact their
Members of Congress and urge them to
vote against the Gingrich Republican
budget plan.
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ITEMS RELATED TO THE BUDGET
RECONCILIATION BILL

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the
House for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I object to recognizing the
gentleman.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will alternate recognition for 5-
minute special orders.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, did you run out of people for
the 5-minute special order list?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair entertains requests on the spot.

Mr. MILLER of California. For unan-
imous consent?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For
unanimous consent.

Mr. MILLER of California. I object,
Mr. Speaker. We have people who have
been waiting who were on the list.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
these special orders are 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of California. I thought
you had to be on the list.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
names on the list have been completed.

Under a previous order of the House,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
DUNCAN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
briefly discuss several items which are
directly or indirectly related to the
budget reconciliation presently before
us.

First, let me say that no one has cor-
nered the market on compassion. No
one has a monopoly on virtue.

Yet some around here seem to believe
that they have.

Every time any budget cut is pro-
posed, we are told that it is mean spir-
ited, or that it shows a lack of compas-
sion.

Yet what really lacks compassion is
for the Federal Government to take so
much money from families that they
don’t have enough money left to sup-
port their children in the way they
should.

This is what is happening in this
country today where the average per-
son has to pay half of his or her income
now in taxes when you count taxes of
all types, Federal, State, and local—
sales, property, income, gas, Social Se-
curity, and so forth.

What really shows a lack of compas-
sion is an unwillingness to cut any-
thing so that we can get federal spend-
ing under control.

What really shows a lack of compas-
sion is to continue running up large
deficits so that we absolutely destroy
the economic futures of our children.

What really shows a lack of compas-
sion is to tell the people of this coun-
try, through votes on this floor, that
bureaucrats can spend their hard-
earned money for them better than
they can themselves.

And let me say something else—al-
most every leading economist tells us
that our $5 trillion national debt really
holds this country back economically.

Times are good for some now. But
they could and should be good for ev-
eryone. People who are making $5 to $6
an hour could and should be making $10
or $12 an hour.

It sure isn’t compassionate to let our
national debt get even higher so that
the gap between the rich and the poor
keeps growing.

The choice is simple. Are we going to
side with overpaid and underworked
bureaucrats, or are we going to side
with the average people who are foot-
ing the bill.

Second, I could live with a lower tax
cut than $245 billion. But let’s put this
in perspective.

This is not an all-at-once cut. It is
spread over 7 years.

This cut comes out to less than 2 per-
cent—less than 2 percent—of Federal
spending over this period.

This follows a 15-year period during
which Federal spending has gone up al-
most 300 percent.

The first Reagan budget was $581 bil-
lion. We’re spending almost triple that
now.

Federal spending has gone up 300 per-
cent in the last 15 years—is it asking
too much to give back less than 2 per-
cent?

Seventy percent of this tax cut goes
to people making less than $50,000 a
year. Do we ever think about that?

Most Republicans support flat tax
which totally excludes people making
less than $26,000 or couples making less
than $38,000 from Federal income taxes
altogether.

Do you ever think about that? Who is
really for lower income people—some-
one who wants to keep their taxes high
like now, or someone who wants to
greatly reduce their taxes.

Third, last week we passed a Medi-
care bill that provides for a huge in-
crease in Medicare spending.

In Tennessee, we now spend approxi-
mately $5,000 per year on the average
recipient of Medicare. This will go up
to over $7,000, an increase of $2,000 over
the next 7 years.

This bill provides for an increase in
Medicare spending at twice the rate of
inflation. And this is called a cut.

There is no disagreement that Medi-
care is going broke. The President’s
own trustees tell us this.

Is it compassionate to sit around and
let it go under. Is it right just to fix it
until after the next election.

The Medicare bill we passed may not
be perfect. But it is sure not a cut; it is
a huge increase.

Fourth, we will spend $4 billion in
Haiti by the time our troops pull out
next February.

Now, the President wants to send
20,000 to 25,000 troops to Bosnia. We are
already paying almost one third of the
so-called peacekeeping costs there now.
We will end up spending billions in
Bosnia, too, if we are not careful, and
the situation in these places is going to
go right back the way it was as soon as
we stop pouring our billions and bil-
lions into those places.

We should not send young American
men and women to fight and die on for-
eign battlefields, Mr. Speaker, unless
there is a vital U.S. interest present, or
unless there is a real threat to our na-
tional security. Neither of these is
present in Bosnia.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me say that
when I got home last Thursday night, I
read in the USA Today that Allen
Greenspan is planning through the
Federal Reserve Board to spend billions
to prop up the Japanese financial sys-
tem. We should not be doing that, Mr.
Speaker. Our obligation should be to
the American taxpayers, and not to the
big Japanese banks. They would not
bail us out if we got in financial trou-
ble, and we should not be bailing out
their big banks with billions of our dol-
lars at this time.
f

RURAL AMERICA AND THE
IMPACT OF BUDGET CUTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, how a

nation spends its resources says vol-
umes about who is important, who is
not, which regions of our Nation are fa-
vored and which are ignored.

When we vote on budget reconcili-
ation this week, this Nation will know
the winners and losers.

This budget will cause pain to many
in America, but we will cause substan-
tial harm to most in rural America.

Rural North Carolina, including my
congressional district, like most of
rural America, is struggling to provide
a minimum quality of life for its citi-
zens.

These communities, however, lack
high-paying jobs and often lack the in-
frastructure necessary for economic ex-
pansion.

The lack of basic resources and op-
portunities, such as employment, hous-
ing, education, and utility services, es-
pecially water and sewer, is
compounded by limited access to qual-
ity health care and a shortage of
health professionals, especially pri-
mary and family physicians.

As Congress goes through its cost
cutting, deficit reducing, budget bal-
ancing exercise, there is a message
that needs to be emphasized among our
colleagues: Farmers and rural commu-
nities have been important to this Na-
tion’s past, and farmers and rural com-
munities are essential to this Nation’s
future, most notably, the small, family
farmers.

Today, I want to briefly discuss two
of the areas affected by the Republican
budget reconciliation legislation, and I
will begin with agriculture programs.

AGRICULTURE

Agriculture faces deeper, across-the-
board cuts in Federal programs, such
as the cotton and dairy programs, the
food and nutrition programs, and the
rural development and housing pro-
grams.

Agricultural cuts have been going on
for years, $50 billion since 1981, but
these are especially painful because of
the nature of the cuts and in light of
all the other cuts.

The freedom to farm proposal offered
by the House Agriculture Committee
chairman—which will be part of the
reconciliation package—contains $13.4
billion in additional cuts to farm pro-
grams over the next 7 years.

How much muscle and bone do we
have to cut from the body of agri-
culture?

Why should we compensate for a $245
billion tax cut for the wealthy, by de-
stroying a mainstay of rural life—the
American farmer?

My primary opposition to the Free-
dom to Farm Act is that the link be-
tween prices and production will be
severed as a result of these severe cuts.
A fixed payment that disregards mar-
ket price cannot possibly provide the
help necessary when market prices are
lower, while providing unnecessary
payments when prices are high.

I am also apprehensive about the
availability of production financing,

which will most certainly diminish as
the agricultural safety net disappears.

And, my final concern is that the
Freedom to Farm Act is solely con-
cerned with the next 7 years—but what
will farmers and farm communities do
after 2002?

The Freedom to Farm Act will re-
duce farm income by 5 percent in 1998.
Over the next 5 years, it has been esti-
mated that net farm income will drop
by an average of $1.5 billion per year
for a total of $7.5 billion—that’s $7.5
billion lost from farm income to pay
for an unfair tax cut. I do not consider
that to be fair or just—do you?

Congress needs to address agriculture
in a fair and measured way—97 percent
of the population of the United States
is fed by the 3 percent of farmers.

The Freedom to Farm Act is neither
fair nor is it prudent.

The name is deceptive—instead of
freedom to farm it should be called
freedom to fail.

EDUCATION

In the area of education, more than
100,000 rural children will be denied
basic and advanced skills, at a time
when many small towns and rural com-
munities are having a difficult struggle
with their budgets.

Rather than promoting education,
this bill is an obstruction to education
and is disastrous to small and rural
education systems.

Thousands of disadvantaged children
who need a little help in the beginning
of their lives—at the onset of their edu-
cation—will not get that help.

Head Start is cut by $137 million—
abandoning 180,000 children nationwide
and almost 4,000 in North Carolina.

Title I is cut by $1.1 billion—denying
critical basic and advanced skills as-
sistance to 1.1 million students nation-
wide and 20,400 students in North Caro-
lina.

Drug-free schools is cut by 59 per-
cent—this program is currently used
by 129 of the 129 school districts in
North Carolina.

The program is designed to keep
crime, violence, and drugs away from
students and out of our schools. And,
the Republican majority wants to gut
the program.

The Goals 2000 Program is com-
pletely eliminated—381 schools in
North Carolina will be denied this vital
program.

And, Vocational Education is cut by
27 percent.

Thousands of those school children, willing
to work, who have found hope in a mountain
of hopelessness, will not be able to work. The
School-to-Work Program is cut by 22 percent.
Americorps, the National Service Program, is
eliminated, denying an opportunity to 1,107
young people in North Carolina.

And, the summer jobs program is eliminated
altogether. Some 9,000 young people in North
Carolina will be put out of work for 1996 and
some 61,000 will be out of work in our State
by the year 2002. And, sadly, Mr. Speaker,
that includes the 22 young people who wrote
me that letter.

The privilege of an education belongs to all
in America.

But, education cuts of the majority, with the
stroke of a pen, takes that privilege away from
many low income and rural children.

This blind march to a balanced budget, with-
out considering the merits of programs, is tak-
ing us down the wrong path.

I wonder where it is taking our young peo-
ple?

Where is the balance in this kind of budget?
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues, when

we consider budget reconciliation, let us not
forget rural America.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, the vote
tomorrow represents the very essence
of why I was sent to Congress.

One year ago I made a commitment
to my constituents that I would bal-
ance the budget and save the future of
our country from irresponsible reckless
spending and ever higher debt and na-
tional bankruptcy.

That is what I will vote to do tomor-
row.

A child born today will pay an aver-
age of $187,000 in taxes over his or her
lifetime just to pay off the interest on
the national debt, not to mention the
principal.

This is unconscionable; we have to
balance the budget and begin to relieve
our children of this unfair burden.

But the positive impact of this bill
will be felt much sooner by current
generations as well.

One can always find excuses not to
balance the budget.

A balanced budget will help lower in-
terest rates, making it easier for fami-
lies to finance the purchase of homes,
cars, and college educations.

It will create jobs, and maintain a
rising standard of living for us and our
children.

In short, the package contains the
most important goals of the 104th Con-
gress: a balanced budget, tax relief,
welfare reform, and Medicare solvency.

In stark contrast to Congresses of
years past, today we present the Amer-
ican people with a responsible plan not
of ever higher taxes and rapidly in-
creasing programs, but of serious
prioritizing and meaningful tax relief
for working parents and their children.

The reconciliation package sets the
budget on a 7-year glidepath toward
eliminating the deficit by the year
2002.

Balancing the budget is simply good
economic policy.

It will result in lower interest rates,
a more vibrant private sector, and a re-
duction in the huge and growing part
of our budget comprised of interest
payments on our debt.

But this is also a moral imperative.
In effect, continuing to heap debt

upon future generations for our short-
term benefits taxes our posterity with-
out their consent, all because, until
now, we have lacked the will to make
difficult decisions on budgetary mat-
ters.
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Balancing the budget is the overall

aim of this package, but the bill also
provides some much needed and signifi-
cant tax relief for the working families
of America.

This bill provides families a $500 per
child tax credit, helping the middle
class save and pay for college, braces,
clothes, or whatever.

The point is that families, not the
government, will be empowered to
make decisions for themselves.

American innovators will seize upon
the capital gains tax reduction as an
opportunity to invest in new businesses
and create hundreds of thousands of
new jobs, better jobs than any govern-
ment bureaucrat can ever imagine cre-
ating.

And the bill provides tax relief for
seniors, repealing the 1993 Clinton tax
increase on Social Security.

Also included in the bill are the pro-
visions of the Medicare Preservation
Act that saves Medicare from bank-
ruptcy.

Solvency is achieved in a fair and
reasonable manner, containing no in-
crease in deductibles or copayments,
and no changes in the rate of premium
growth while offering more choices to
Medicare beneficiaries than ever be-
fore.

Long overdue welfare reform is also
in there.

We put an end to the Great Society
notions that Washington knows best
without abandoning our commitments
to the Nation’s poorest and most vul-
nerable.

As poverty rates hover around 1965
levels and illegitimacy rates sky-
rocket, this Congress has taken action
and ended the cruel cycle of depend-
ency and encourages workfare, not wel-
fare.

Thirty years and $5 trillion of mis-
guided spending are enough: welfare re-
form is long overdue.

Let’s contrast this overall plan with
that espoused by our President only a
few short years ago.

On June 4, 1992, he promised a bal-
anced budget.

A Democrat Congress never deliv-
ered.

He promised a tax cut for middle-
class families.

A Democrat Congress never deliv-
ered.

Worse than never delivering, they ac-
tually implemented the biggest tax in-
crease in the history of our Nation.

And now, the President has even ad-
mitted he raised our taxes too much.

He never offered a plan to end welfare
as we know it, and he stayed on the
sidelines as we saved Medicare from
going bankrupt.

This Congress is about keeping prom-
ises, not breaking them.

In the end, I will cast my vote for a
bill that fulfills my commitment to the
people who sent me here.

The last election was a clear state-
ment by my constituents: They want a
balanced budget and a smaller Govern-
ment that works more efficiently for
them.

They want a Congress committed to
solving problems, not avoiding them.

They want a Congress that keeps its
promises, and gets the job done.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to say
that this is what we will give them to-
morrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, like
many of my colleagues, I have been
here during these special order sessions
for several nights to inform the public
about what is in the fine print of the
Republican budget package.

I think our efforts are starting to pay
off. The people of America are becom-
ing aware of the enormity of the cuts
in this reconciliation package and
their effects on the children, the work-
ing poor, the disabled, and the elderly.

Sen. ARLEN SPECTER speaking on the
GOP budget:

. . . much of the pain of the spending cuts
goes to the elderly, the young and the infirm
while allowing tax cuts for corporate Amer-
ica . . .

This is a Republican.
Not included on this list is the group

that stands to gain the most from the
Republican package; The wealthiest
Americans. The Republicans are fi-
nancing tax cuts for their rich by in-
creasing taxes on the middle-class and
low-income working Americans.

Republicans claim they are helping
the poor by reforming welfare, how-
ever, it is dishonest to say that you be-
lieve in work over welfare and then cut
the earned income tax credit and med-
icaid.

Again, Jack Kemp.
I hope you guys do not go too far on re-

moving the EITC because that is a tax in-
crease on low-income workers and the poor
which is unconscionable at this time . . .

In Florida, 1.3 million low-income
workers and their families depend on
the E.I.T.C. The working poor are bare-
ly getting by as it is, and now the Re-
publicans are pulling the rug out from
under them by cutting a program that
was expanded by both Presidents
Reagan and Bush.

The Republican welfare reform plan,
which is part of the bill, includes addi-
tional impediments to work, such as
underfunding child care support serv-
ices and underfunding the workfare re-
quirement. The Republican plan is
weak on work and tough on kids.

Republicans talk about freedom and
choice for the States. But the cuts in
this plan will do nothing but force Gov-
ernors to abandon any creative pro-
grams they have been able to initiate.
Instead, Governors will be spending
their time trying to stretch limited
dollars to provide basic services for the
poor and the elderly.

The inconsistency in the Republican
agenda is confusing. Are they for work,
or are they for further injuring the
working poor? Are they for allowing
Governors to be creative and innova-
tive in developing programs or are they

for dumping the social problems of the
Nation on the Governors while denying
them the funds necessary to address
the problems?

The plan to block grant the Medicaid
Program will be disastrous for Florida.
Shifting from a program designed to
meet individual needs to a capped pro-
gram constrains a State’s ability to
meet health care demands. People will
either be kicked off of Medicaid, or
State taxes will have to be raised. A
block grant formula allows for little
flexibility to address not only variable
economic conditions, but also events
like natural disasters that increase the
Medicaid need.

While I no not support block grant-
ing Medicaid, if that is the framework
within which we are operating, let us
at least make the formula a fair one.

Today, I went before the Rules Com-
mittee to offer an amendment to make
the Medicaid funding formula equi-
table.

Under my formula, Governors who
use their Medicaid dollars efficiently
would receive a bigger increase in their
Medicaid grant. My formula encour-
ages efficiency and the innovative use
of Medicaid dollars.

We need to correct the fundamental
unfairness underlying the Republican
Medicaid funding formula. Under their
proposal, Florida is among the eight
States that will shoulder fully one-half
of the $182 billion in cuts. Over the 7
years of the Republican plan, Florida
will lose between $9 and $11 billion.

The formula I offered was proposed to
me by the Joint Legislative Auditing
Committee of the Florida Legislature.
It allows for adjustments in calcula-
tions to reflect increases in a State’s
elderly population, and increases in the
number of people in poverty.

Florida and other high growth States
should not be penalized for increases in
our population. We also should not be
penalized for being efficient in our use
of funds. Under the current plan, if a
State has profited at the expense of the
system, in some cases bordering on
outright fraud, it gets rewarded with
higher block grant numbers. To rem-
edy this error and to encourage proper
use of funds, my formula rewards
States that use Medicaid dollars effec-
tively and efficiently.

But I will be denied the opportunity
to offer my amendment tomorrow. This
is just another reason why I cannot
support the Republican reconciliation
plan.

I am glad America is listening. We
will continue to try to get our voices
heard so that Americans will know and
understand the devastation that will
result from the Republican plan.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor to rise in opposition to the
reconciliation bill that is before the
House today and tomorrow. For those
who are not aware of this, the rec-
onciliation bill is the budget bill, and
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in it we are supposed to reconcile taxes
and spending.

I believe that a budget bill should be
a statement of our national values and
how we spend our money is a state-
ment of those values, and how we tax
and who we tax is a statement of our
sense of values in our country. I do not
think that this reconciliation bill be-
fore the House meets any test that our
constituents would have as a state-
ment of values, a statement of national
values, and a statement of a sense of
fairness in our country. Indeed, in try-
ing to achieve a balanced budget finan-
cially, we are indeed producing a lop-
sided budget way out of balance in
terms of values and meeting the needs
of our country.

Mr. Speaker, the other day I was at
an event and they asked me what the
three biggest challenges to America
were. What are the three biggest is-
sues? As a Member of Congress, they
wanted to know what I would name as
the three issues.
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I said, that is easy. The three biggest
issues in our country are our children,
our children, and our children. The sad
thing about this legislation before us,
the Republican majority reconciliation
bill, is the devastation that it wreaks
on children.

Our colleagues are fond of saying on
the other side of the aisle that this
puts us on a glide path to a balanced
budget. It puts us on a glide path to a
crash.

Because unless we invest in our chil-
dren, we will never have a balanced
budget. Unless we invest in our chil-
dren and our families, we will not be
able to produce the productive people
that we need to keep our country com-
petitive. Instead, we will continue, as
this bill calls for, a continuation of the
Republican notion of trickle down.

But it is on the issue of children that
I would like to speak this evening. Be-
cause, as I say, if it is a statement of
values of what we stand for as a coun-
try, it should be a statement of how we
care for our children.

I do not think any of our listeners or
viewers would consider it a statement
of their values to cut millions of chil-
dren out of Medicaid, guaranteed
health care, in order to give a tax
break to the wealthiest people in
America. At the same time, I do not
think our constituents consider it a
statement of their values for us to give
a tax break that the overwhelming ma-
jority of it benefits the top 6 percent
earners in our country, the wealthiest
people in our country.

Do not take it from me, though. Lis-
ten to what a Republican has to say.
My colleague from Florida already ref-
erenced Senator SPECTER’s remarks
when he said, ‘‘Much of the pain of the
spending cuts goes to the elderly, the
young and the infirm, while allowing
tax cuts for corporate America.’’

Senator SPECTER then also went on
to say, ‘‘I suggest to my Republican

colleagues that we all rethink support
for a combination of tax cuts and
spending cuts that may lead to the per-
ception of the Republican Party as the
party of wealth, power and privilege,
and not the party of ordinary work-
ers.’’

As you can see here, Jack Kemp also
had his concerns about what is in this
bill. Jack Kemp, a leading light in the
Republican Party, said, ‘‘I hope you
guys do not go too far on removing the
earned income tax credit, because that
is a tax increase on low-income work-
ers and the poor, which is unconscion-
able at this time.’’

Of course, the earned income tax
credit is cut back in this bill. That is a
tax credit that is given to the working
poor in our country. Some of us view it
as a subsidy for an unfair low mini-
mum wage in our country, and it bene-
fits America’s businesses as much as it
benefits the families. But no matter
what, it does benefit the families. But
we have to cut that back—a tax credit
for the working poor—in order to give
a tax break to the wealthiest people in
our country.

Who was it who said that, to listen to
this debate, one would think that the
poor people had too much money and
the rich people did not have enough?

But let us get on to the children.
The Republican budget repeals the

Medicaid program as we know it which
provides health security to 36 million
low-income Americans. Half of the
beneficiaries are children. Consumers
Union estimates that the Medicaid pro-
visions in this bill will result in 12 mil-
lion Americans losing health insurance
coverage in the cutbacks that are pro-
posed. The majority are uninsured chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, I want to just, in clos-
ing, say that we all care about our chil-
dren. We want the best for our chil-
dren. But unless we understand that
the well-being of our own children is
directly connected to the well-being of
poor children of America, our own chil-
dren will not be well-served. That is
the reconciliation we must provide for
our country.

I urge our colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
the Republican glidepath to a crash.

f

PREVENT THE RAID ON AMERICAN
PENSIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WELDON of Florida). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I am only in my second term
in Congress, but I remember last year
one of the issues I heard a great deal
was how many Members of Congress
when we passed one of those massive
bills has read the bill.

I would like to throw that down
today as a challenge for the folks who
happen to be watching tonight, Mr.
Speaker, in that they would look at
both H.R. 2491 and H.R. 2517, and to-

morrow we are getting ready to vote on
this bill. I am sure the reason all our
colleagues are not here is they are
pouring over the pages of these bills to-
night before they vote on them and I
hope they would because if they had
the chance to look at this, they would
also see one section I am going to talk
about tonight.

This morning, members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities that I am a
member of and the Committee on the
Budget held a press conference in a
joint effort to alert American workers
and retirees what effect the bill will
have on their pension plans.

Several weeks ago, Republicans in
the Committee on Ways and Means
proposed changes in the Internal Reve-
nue Code allowing employers to take
assets from pension plans and use them
for any purpose. This dangerous pro-
posal would allow companies to take
money from employee pension plans
that they say are more than 125 per-
cent funded. Those excess pension as-
sets, the funds not needed to pay im-
mediate pension benefits, can be used
freely for purposes that may not cer-
tainly be in the interest of those retir-
ees or potential retirees.

Allowing companies to strip so-called
surplus pension assets from the em-
ployee pension plans would take us
back to the early 1980’s, when compa-
nies took away $20 billion from over
2,000 pension plans, covering nearly 2.5
million workers and retirees.

Prior to the 1980’s, the reversions of
pension assets to employers were al-
most nonexistent. Pension assets were
returned to employers only after the
plan had been terminated and after all
benefits to plan participants were paid.
However, as pension assets grew be-
cause of the inflation in the late 1970’s
and the rising stock market of the
1980’s, corporations began to take these
excess pension funds.

In fact, in 1983, the Reagan adminis-
tration issued guidelines making pen-
sion reversions easier, in other words,
to get at that pension increase. From,
1982 to 1990, over $20 billion was taken
from the over 2,000 retirement plans
covering those 2.5 million workers and
retirees. From 1982 to 1985, the size of
the reversion grew rapidly: $404 million
reverted in 1982 alone to $6.7 billion re-
verted in 1985.

As retirees were left without ade-
quate retirement, Congress took strong
action to stem the tide of the pension
reversions or the raiding of the pension
funds. Beginning in 1986, Congress im-
posed a series of excise taxes. A 10-per-
cent excise tax on the amount of the
reversion was in the Tax Reform Act of
1986, a 15-percent excise tax in the
Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue
Act of 1988, and in the Omnibus Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990 a 20-percent tax
was on employers who established a
successor plan with similar benefits or
they had to pay a 50-percent tax if no
successor plan was established. So they
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